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found himself there. The friend said he had two major and
two minor reasons for so doing. His father died when he
was an infant. He owed all he was in life to his mother.
Then he was married to a woman who was a real partner
in life. And he had no sons but four daughters, all minors,
in whom as a father he was deeply interested. Was it any
wonder that he was a feminist ? He went on, Mussalmans
were accused of indifference to women. There never was
a grosser libel uttered. The law of Islam gave equal rights
to women. He thought that man for his lust had degraded
women. Instead of adorning the soul within her, he had
set about adorning her body, and he had succeeded so
well in his design that woman today did not know that
she had begun to hug her bodily adornment which was
almost a sign of her slavery. He added with his voice
almost choked: if it was not so, how could it be that the
fallen sisters delighted most in the embellishment of the
body ? Had we (men) not crushed the very soul out of
them ? No, he said, regaining self-possession, he wanted
not only the mechanical freeedom for women, he wanted
also to break down the shackles that bound her of her own
will And so he had intended to bring up his daughters to
an independent calling.
I need not pursue the ennobling conversation any
further. I want my fair correspondent to ponder over
the central idea of the Mussalman friend's discourse and
tackle the problem. Woman must cease to consider herself
the object of man's lust. The remedy is more in her hands
than man's. She must refuse to adorn herself for men
including her husband, if she will be an equal partner with
man. I cannot imagine Sita ever wasting a single moment
on pleasing Rama by physical charms.
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